








and	 ethnography.	 It	 takes	 stock	 of	 a	 number	 of	 recent	 developments	 that	
significantly	altered	both	critical-analytic	and	ethnographic	research	practice.	Whilst	
ethnography	 and	CDA	have	never	 formed	 first-hand	 associations,	 the	 recent	 years	
have	seen	a	number	of	developments	that	significantly	altered	both	critical-analytic	
and	 ethnographic	 research	 as	 well	 as	 their	 orientation	 towards	 cross-disciplinary	










analyses	 (esp.	 Fairclough	 2009)	 other	 areas	 of	 CDA/CDS	 have	 seen	 the	movement	
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towards	 more	 contextually	 focussed	 and	 actor-related	 types	 of	 analysis	 (for	
overview,	see	Krzyżanowski	2010).		
	
As	 a	 result	 of	 moving	 towards	 exploring	 discourse	 from	 the	 point	 of	 view	 of	 its	
situatedness	 in	 respective	contexts,	 some	areas	of	CDA	embarked	on	 rethinking	of	
some	 of	 its	 fundamental	 concepts	 such	 as,	 most	 notably,	 text	 and	 context	 (i.e.	




to	 textual	 analyses	 and	not	 as	 part	 of	 the	 actual	 analysis	 in	CDA	 (cf.	 Krzyżanowski	
2010;	Blommaert	et.	al.	2001;	Flowerdew,	this	volume).	This,	however,	has	changed	
recently,	and,	 in	 turn,	allowed	 to	 scrutinise	 the	key	and	 traditional	 context-related	






ethnography	 to	 detailed	 analyses	 of	 ‘situated’	 linguistic	 and	 other	 communicative	
practices	 has	 been	 matched	 by	 parallel	 developments	 in	 some	 other	 strands	 of	
research	on	language	in/and	society.	We	have	seen,	for	example,	a	revival	of	the	key	
proposals	of	‘ethnography	of	speaking’	–	originally	initiated	by	Dell	Hymes	–	and	the	
development	 of	 the	 related	 ‘linguistic	 ethnography’	 that	 combines	 “linguistic	
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analysis	with	ethnography,	in	order	to	probe	the	interrelationship	between	language	
and	 social	 life	 in	more	depth”	 (Tusting	and	Maybin	2007:	576).	 The	neo-Hymesian	
ideas	have	also	been	crucial	in	Scollon	and	Scollon’s	(2003,	2004	and	2007)	approach	
known	as	Mediated	Discourse	Analysis	or	‘nexus	analysis’	(see	also	Jones	2012).	The	
latter	 argues	 for	 in-depth	 (ethnography-based)	 exploration	 of	 loci	 in	 which	




and	 definitely	 a	 broader	 meaning	 which	 by	 now	 clearly	 exceeds	 its	 original	
denotation	as	just	one	of	the	key	methods	or	techniques	of	anthropological	research	
practice	 (cf.,	 inter	 alia,	Gobo	2008).	 This	 change	has	mainly	 taken	place	under	 the	
ever	more	pressing	need	to	rethink	the	original	remit	of	ethnography	as	initiated	in,	
and	strongly	associated	with,	the	social	anthropology	of	Malinowski	in	the	late	19th	
and	early	 20th	 century.	 In	 its	 classic	 sense,	 the	 social-anthropological	 ethnographic	












Recent	 years	 have	 brought	 a	 significant	 rethinking	 of	 ethnography	 and	 the	
broadening	 of	 its	 scope	 and	 its	 research	 philosophy.	 Ethnography	 has,	 namely,	
gradually	 “ceased	 to	be	associated	with	 its	 objects	of	 study	 (that	 is,	with	 ‘who’	or	
‘what’	 is	 studied)	 and	 has	 become	 a	 designate	 of	 a	 certain	 research	 perspective	
(thus,	 related	 to	 a	 certain	 ‘how’)”	 (Oberhuber	 and	 Krzyżanowski	 2008:	 182;	
Krzyżanowski	 2011b).	 Such	 a	 new	 perspective	 –	 now	 often	 called	 ‘reflexive	
ethnography’	 (Davies	 1999)	 –	 has	 been	 aptly	 described	by	Brewer	 (2000:	 11)	who	
claimed	 that	 ethnography	 has	 now	 become	 “not	 one	 particular	 method	 of	 data-
collection	but	a	style	of	research	that	is	distinguished	by	its	objectives,	which	are	to	
understand	the	social	meanings	and	activities	of	people	in	a	given	‘field’	or	setting”	
(emphasis	 in	 the	 original).	 While	 still	 largely	 consisting	 of	 fieldwork	 and	 related	
techniques	 as	 key	 methods	 of	 context-sensitive	 explorations	 (cf.	 below),	
ethnography	 has	 now	 become	 a	 designate	 of	 a	 complex	 and	 ordered,	 though	 not	
necessarily	 linear,	 research	 process	 which	 informs	 the	 work	 of	 researchers	
throughout	 the	 duration	 of	 their	 work	 (for	 examples,	 see	 Heller	 2001;	 Wodak,	
Krzyżanowski	 and	 Forchtner	 2012).	 Ethnography	 is	 now	 linking	 context-sensitive	
explorations	 across	 various	 social	 contexts	where	 it	 is	 crucial	 to	 highlight	 parallels	
and	 interplays	 of	 context-specific	 dynamics.	 Ethnography	 hence	 encompasses	 –	
often	 interchangeably	or	 simultaneously	–	political	 (Kubik	2009;	Aronoff	and	Kubik	








economic)	 and	 organisational	 change.	 As	 argued	 by	 Agar	 in	 one	 of	 the	 recent	
editions	of	his	classic	The	Professional	Stranger	(see	Agar	2008),	the	endorsement	of	
power	 in	ethnography	was	probably	one	of	 those	developments	 that	allowed	 it	 to	
(finally)	adjust	its	views	to	the	dynamics	of	contemporary	social	contexts	and	to	the	
critical	trends	of	analysis.	It	helped	ethnography	to	recognise	the	fluidity,	complexity	
and	 inherent	diversity	of	the	explored	social	 fields	–	until	 recently	often	treated	as	
‘settings’	 rather	 than	 ‘contexts’.	 It	 also	 allowed	 for	 the	 fact	 that	 processes	 and	





Indeed,	 the	 inherent	multiplicity	 of	 studied	 social	milieus	 has	 become	 the	 central	
object	of	 research	 in	ethnography	of	 late.	While	originally	preoccupied	with	 ‘fixed’	
and	 usually	 isolated	 social	 groups,	 ethnographers	 have,	 namely,	 now	 come	
increasingly	 to	 study	 the	 fluidity	and	complexity	of	examined	 social	 contexts.	They	
have,	 thereby,	 attempted	 to	 embrace	 the	 diversity	 of	 studied	 spaces	 and	 have	
increasingly	become	preoccupied	with	contexts	in	which	representatives	of	different	
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social	 groups	 interact	 and	 where	 their	 practices	 intersect.	 For	 example,	 in	 his	




as	 sites	 where	 traces	 of	 wider	 social	 and	 politico-economic	 processes	 (e.g.	 late-
modern	urban	gentrification,	rise	of	new	inequalities,	etc.)	visibly	come	to	the	fore.	
In	 a	 similar	 vein,	 political	 and	 organisational	 ethnographers	 (see,	 inter	 alia,	 Bellier	
and	 Wilson,	 2000b;	 Krzyżanowski	 2011a)	 have	 long	 conducted	 ethnographies	 of	
organisations	 while	 looking	 at	 them	 as	 ‘microcosms’	 of	 social,	 political	 and	
organisational	realities	and	therefore	as	the	key	objects	of	critical	exploration.		
	





the	 intersection	 of	 participant	 and	 non-participant	 immersion	 (Gobo	 2008).	 The	
observations	 are	 now	 also	 documented	 by	 means	 of	 not	 only	 notes	 but	 also	









Discourse-Ethnographic	 Approach	 (DEA)	 takes	 stock	 of	 the	 recent	 developments	
within	 ethnographic	 and	 critical-analytic	 research	 highlighted	 above.	 The	 key	
critical-analytic	inspiration	for	the	approach	comes	from	the	Discourse-Historical	
Approach	 in	 Critical	 Discourse	 Studies	 (see	 Krzyżanowski	 and	 Wodak	 2009;	
Wodak	 2001;	 Reisigl	 and	 Wodak	 2009;	 Wodak	 and	 Krzyżanowski	 2008)	 from	
which	the	DEA	adopts	a	variety	of	principles.	These	include,	 inter	alia,	a	strong	
orientation	towards	problem-focused	research	as	well	as	a	devotion	to	analysing	
how	 discourses	 evolve	 and	 change	 over	 time	 as	 well	 as	 spatially	 i.e.	 across	
multiple	spaces	and	genres.	Just	like	the	DHA,	the	DEA	is	also	interested	in	how	
discourses	 and	 their	 key	 elements	 are	 recontextualised	 in/across	 other	
discourses	 (see	 Bernstein	 1990,	 for	 the	 original	 meaning	 of	 the	 term	
‘recontextualisation’;	 see	 also	 Krzyżanowski	 2016)	 and	 how	 thus	 various	
interdiscursive	connections	are	established.		
	
As	 such,	 the	 DEA	 also	 profits	 from	 various	 discourse-oriented	 ethnographies	
conducted	 within	 the	 DHA.	 These	 range	 from	 from	 seminal	 early	 studies	 of	




Krzyżanowski	 2010;	 Wodak,	 Krzyżanowski	 and	 Forchtner	 2012).	 So	 far,	 research	
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deploying	 DEA	 revolves	 mainly	 around	 problem-oriented	 relationships	 between	
CDA/CDS	and	ethnography	applied	to	political	organizational	contexts	(see	below	for	
examples).	The	key	ethnographic	 inspirations	of	the	DEA	therefore	originate	within	









be	 carefully	 balanced.	 In	 case	 of	 the	 analyses	 presented	 below,	 such	 a	 balance	 is	
especially	achieved	in	three	stages	of	research	(only	selected	aspects	of	which	can	be	
presented	 below	 due	 to	 limitations	 of	 space).	 The	 DEA	must	 hence	 be	 viewed	 as	





treatment	 as	 ‘the	 fieldwork’	 itself	 or	 as	 just	 a	 ‘method’	 or	 a	 ‘data-collection	
technique’	 (for	discussion,	 see	Hammersley,	1992).	 Instead,	ethnography	 is	 viewed	
by	the	DEA	as	a	complex,	situated	and	ordered	though	not	necessarily	linear	research	
process	which	 informs	exploratory	work	 from	the	point	of	view	of	 initial	 theorising	
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and	 hypothesising,	 through	 collecting	 data	 and	 the	 actual	 fieldwork,	 up	 to	 the	
systematic	 analyses	 of	 discourses	 and	 interactions	 and	 interpretation	 of	 findings	
(Wodak,	 Krzyżanowski	 and	 Forchtner	 2012).	On	 the	other	hand,	 from	 the	point	 of	
discourse	 analysis,	 the	 DEA’s	 approach	 rests	 on	 CDS’	 approach	 to	 discourse	 as	 a	
social	 practice	 and	 the	 idea	 that	 there	 exists	 “a	 dialectical	 relationship	 between	 a	
particular	discursive	event	and	the	situation(s),	institution(s)	and	social	structure(s),	
which	frame	it”	(Fairclough	and	Wodak	1997:	258).	By	the	same	token,	the	DEA	also	
follows	 the	 more	 strictly	 discourse-historical	 ideas	 of	 discourses	 as	 ‘historical’,	
whereby	 they	 are	 viewed	 as	 “always	 connected	 to	 other	 discourses	 which	 were	
produced	 earlier	 as	 well	 as	 to	 those	 which	 are	 produced	 synchronically	 or	
subsequently”	(Wodak	1996:	19;	see	also	Reisigl	&	Wodak,	2009).	Just	like,	the	DHA,	
the	DEA	also	locates	discourse	and	discourse	theory	below	the	middle-range	level	of	
theorisation.	 This	 means	 that,	 whereas	 key	 concepts	 such	 as	 discourse,	 text	 or	
context	are	central	for	the	DHA,	they	are	the	basis	of	discourse-oriented	theory	that	
underlies	 the	 analytical	 methodology.	 On	 the	 other	 hand,	 various	 social-	 and	
political-scientific	theories	which	allow	explaining	and	highlighting	the	nature	of	the	
studied	 social,	 political	 and	 organizational	 problems	 are	 treated	 as	 grand	 theories	








meaning,	 especially	 while	 drawing	 on	 insights	 from	 other	 areas	 of	 CDS	 as	 well	 as	




changes	 in	 practices	 and	 behaviour	 over	 time,	 etc.).	 The	 DEA	 hence	 adds	 to	 the	
DHA’s	definition	of	context	(Wodak	2001)	insights	from	the	socio-cognitive	approach	
in	CDS	which	argues	that	contexts	are	“not	some	kind	of	objective	condition	or	direct	




On	 the	other	hand,	 the	DEA	also	sees	all	 social	 ‘practices’	as	 inherently	 linked	and	
recognises	discourse	as	 the	key	 locus	of	 recontextualisation	of	 those	practices	and	
the	key	site	of	reflection	of	their	changing	forms	of	articulation	across	social	fields.	
Thereby,	the	DEA	endorses	the	view	that	“all	texts,	all	representations	of	the	world	





on	 the	 social	 fields	 in	 which	 they	 are	 prototypically	 nested	 (as	 elements	 of	 field	
specific-habitus;	see	Bourdieu	2005;	Krzyżanowski	2014).	Accordingly,	local	contexts	
such	 as	 organizations	 and	 institutions	 are	 seen	 as	 defining	 for	 the	 ways	 in	 which	
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In	 stage	 (A)	 i.e.	 Problem-Definition,	 Theorisation	 and	 Pre-Contextualisation,	 the	
central	 problem	 of	 research	 is	 crystallised	 (along	 with	 key,	 relevant	 research	
questions)	and	its	social	significance	is	highlighted.	At	this	stage,	one	also	undertakes	
identification	 of	 key	 theories	 (incl.	 of	 grand-theoretical	 nature)	 and	 concepts	 that	
will	 inform	 the	 general	 conceptualisation	 of	 the	 problem	 as	 well	 as	 the	 eventual,	
post-analytical	interpretation	of	findings.		
	




main	 of	 which	 are:	 conducting	 research	 as	 such	 (in	 the	 course	 of	 observations),	
collecting	data	for	analyses	conducted	later	on	(interviews,	collection	of	textual	data)	




the	 process	 of	 final	 analyses	 of	 textual	 data	 (including	 from	 interviews	 and	 other	
forms	of	data	collection	and	other	genres	encountered	in	the	field)	in	line	with	key	




(thematic)	 and	 in-depth	 (argumentation-	 or,	 if	 need	 be,	 interaction-oriented)	
analysis	 follows	 in	order	 to	discover	 further	 features	of	 the	analysed	discourses	as	
well	as	to	distinguish	between	different	textual	and	linguistic	forms	those	discourses	
may	take	within	various	studied	spaces	and	practices.	The	final	aim	of	the	analysis	is	

















and	 transformed	 in	 discourses	 and	 practices	 of	 various	 EU	 institutions	 and	 how	
different	forms	of	institutional	bodies	(especially	the	differences	between	short-lived	





While	 many	 social-theoretical	 and	 social-scientific	 approaches	 to	 collective	 or	
organisational	 as	well	 as	 European	 identities	 (see	Krzyżanowski	 2010	 for	 extensive	
overview)	have	been	selected	as	a	grand	theoretical	framing,	the	research	presented	
here	 chooses	 to	 follow	 two	 central	middle-range	 theoretical	 concepts.	 The	 first	 of	
them	 is	 that	 of	 engrenage	 (or	 institutional/organisational	 immersion)	 while	 the	




‘Engrenage’	 (in	English:	 ‘enmeshing’	or	 ‘immersion’)	 is	viewed	by	Abélès	(2000:	35)	
as	“an	 ‘action	 trap’	 in	which	once	the	agents	are	set	 in	a	specific	course	of	action,	
they	find	themselves	obliged	to	take	further	actions	which	point	them	in	a	direction	
which	 they	 did	 not	 necessarily	 intend	 to	 follow”.	 Thus,	 engrenage	 serves	 as	 a	
poignant	description	of	how	a	peculiar	linear	culture	of	an	institution/organisation	–	
often	 including	 of	 its	 symbolic	 and	 discursive	 construction	 of	 that	 institution’s	








Shore	 as	 “a	 gloss	 to	 describe	 the	 sum	of	 political	 attitudes,	 dispositions,	 practices	
and	institutions	created	by	a	particular	political	system:	the	‘subjective	orientation	of	
people	 towards	 politics’”	 (Shore	 2000:	 130),	 the	 corporate	 culture	 designates	
“informal	 characteristics	 of	 a	 company	 or	 organisation	 (...)[MK:	 which]	 can	 be	
identified,	 isolated,	 abstracted	 and	 cultivated	 in	 order	 to	 promote	 ‘organisational	
change’”	 (ibid.:	 131).	 It	 is	 from	 combination	 of	 those	 two	 definitions	 that	 Shore	
develops	 his	 idea	 of	 institutionally-specific	 ‘organisational	 culture’:	 as	 he	 argues	 a	
peculiar	modus	vivendi	(ibid.:	132)	of	an	institution	located	at	the	intersection	of	its	
formal	and	 informal	characteristics	as	well	as	of	 its	objective	 rules	and	procedures	
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The	 main	 source	 here	 are	 previous	 ethnographic	 studies	 conducted	 in	 the	 EU	
institutional	contexts.	These	studies,	which	include	anthropological	work	on	such	EU	
contexts	 as	 the	 European	 Parliament	 (see	 Abélès,	 1992	 and	 1993)	 and,	 in	 a	 large	
number	 of	 cases,	 the	 practices	 at	 the	 EU’s	 supranational	 administration	 i.e.	 the	
European	 Commission	 (cf.	 Abélès	 2000a	 and	 2004;	 Abélès,	 Bellier	 and	McDonald,	
1993;	Bellier	2000;	Shore	2000)	have	shown	extensively	that	identities	and	agencies	
are	negotiated	in	the	EU	across	a	variety	of	contexts,	and	that	the	patterns	of	those	
negotiations	 are	 in	 most	 cases	 institutionally-specific.	 Within	 those	 studies,	 often	
based	 on	 long-term	multi-layered	 ethnographies,	 the	most	 prominent	 remain	 the	
works	of	Abélès	(2000,	2004;	see	also	Shore	and	Abélès,	2004),	who	formulates	his	
famous	 claim	 that,	 in	 fact,	 as	 embodied	 in	 its	 institutions,	 the	 EU	 in	 general	 is	 a	
constant	social	as	well	as	institutional	process	and	thereby	remains	a	rather	elusive	
and	virtual	construct.	Accordingly,	many	EU	institutions	construct	their	identities	not	
only	 in	 a	 practice-	 but	 also	 discourse-based	way	 that	 allows	 for	 the	 constant	 (re)	
definition	of	efficiency-driven	progress	yet,	 importantly,	without	a	pronounced	aim	
or	goal	or	the	clear	awareness	of	the	point	of	departure.	As	Abélès	claims,	in	the	EU	




Insights	 from	 the	 said	 anthropological	 research	 are	 supplemented	 by	 various	
discourse-ethnographic	 analyses	 conducted	 across	 EU	 institutions	 including	 in	 its	
short-lived	 institutional	 bodies	 (see	 esp.	 Muntigl,	 Weiss	 and	 Wodak	 2000;	




the	 context	 of	 immense	 internal	 complexity	 within,	 and	 diversity	 across,	 EU	
institutions	as	far	as,	inter	alia,	patterns	of	organisational	behaviour,	production	and	
reproduction	 of	 meanings,	 or	 interactional	 behaviour	 in	 multilingual	 contexts	 are	
concerned.	 Those	 studies	 have	 also	 provided	 patterns	 of	 dealing	 with	 political	
meanings	 including	 in	 interviews	with	politicians	or	 in	policy	 texts	often	 resting	on	
various	patterns	of	recontextualisation	of	wider	political	ideologies.		
	
Of	 course,	 allowing	 for	 the	 context	 of	 research,	 a	 bulk	 of	 pre-contextualising	
knowledge	 has	 been	 obtained	 from	 a	 variety	 of	 studies	 on	 EU	 politics	 and	
institutions	 conducted	 on	 such	 topics	 as,	 e.g.,	 complexity	 and	 reform	 of	 EU	
institutions	 (Egberg	 2004,	 2005;	 Kassim	 2004,	 2008),	 the	 EU’s	 democracy	 and	








The	 bulk	 of	 fieldwork	 incl.	 contextualising	 activities	 were	 devoted	 to	 the	




Among	 the	main	 findings	of	 the	 fieldwork	were	 the	observed	differences	between	
the	 organisational	 behaviour	 of	 representatives	 of	 long-term	 established	
institutional	bodies	 (in	our	 case,	 the	European	Commission)	on	 the	one	hand,	 and	
the	 short	 lived	 institutional	 organisms	 (e.g.	 the	 2002-03	 European	 Convention	
drafting	the	EU	Constitution)	on	the	other.	As	the	fieldwork	revealed,	the	long-term	
institutional	 bodies	 such	 as	 the	 European	 Commission	 based	 their	works	 on	 long-
established	patterns	of	organisational	behaviour.	Those	patterns	are	best	displayed	
in	a	variety	of	meetings	 (see	Figure	1)	 that	are	usually	conducted	 in	similar	 spaces	
and	 are	 undertaken	 in	 a	 highly	 patterned,	 hierarchical	 order	 (e.g.	 chair	 of	 the	
meeting	is	usually	a	director	or	head	of	unit	that	is	taking	part	in	the	meeting).	The	
meetings	 are	 often	 taking	 place	 by	 means	 of	 videoconferences	 (with	 participants	
present	 in	 Brussels	 and	 other	 in	 Luxembourg	 offices)	 that	 often	 constitutes	 an	
obstacle	to	direct	responses	and	more	spontaneous	communication.		
	
As	 has	 become	 evident	 from	 the	 study	 of	 one	 of	 European	 Commissions’	
Directorates	General	(i.e.	its	units	dealing	with	specific	policy	remits	or	specific	areas	
of	services),	observations	of	meetings	undertaken	throughout	one	week,	 (from	the	
top-level	 meeting	 of	 Directors	 down	 to	 the	 lower	 level	 meetings	 of	 various	
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subordinate	 units),	 showed	 that	 meanings	 and	 topics	 defined	 at	 the	 top	 level	
effectively	penetrated	‘down’	the	hierarchy	throughout	the	week.	The	observations	
of	 long-established	 EU	 institutions	 also	 show	 that,	 through	 strict	 and	 path-
dependent	patterning	of	 communication,	 the	 individual	 agency	of	 officials	 is	 often	
constrained.	 They	 thus	 submit	 to	 collective	 (organisational)	 patterns	 of	 behaviour,	
often	 those	 dependent	 on	 the	 institutions	 in	 question	 or	 the	 more	 local	 (e.g.	




as	 e.g.	 the	 2002-03	 European	 Convention	 (see	 Krzyżanowski	 2010)	 –	 have	 shown	
that	their	practices	are	certainly	not	uniform	in	nature	(see	Figure	2)	and	depend	on	
institutional	 practices	 in	 which	 their	 members	 originate.	 At	 the	 same	 time,	 the	
institutional	 processes	 in	 short-lived	 bodies	 are	 prone	 to	 change	 immensely	 over	
time.	 Therefore,	 a	 totally	 different	 fieldwork	 strategy	 needs	 to	 be	 selected	 with	
fieldwork	 occurring	 at	 different	 times/phases	 of	 Convention’s	 work.	 Undertaking	
fieldwork	at	different	moments	of	development	of	an	institutional	body	such	as	the	
Convention	 helped	 observe	 its	 development	 and	 change	 but	 also	 an	 immense	
transformation	of	its	members’	behaviour.	The	latter	was,	in	most	cases,	dictated	by	
political	 motivations	 and	 was	 related	 to	 the	 fact	 that	 the	 bodies	 that	 ‘sent’	 their	
representatives	 to	 the	 Convention	 (EU	 member	 states’	 national	 parliaments	 or	
governments,	EU	institutions)	wanted	to	have	their	say	on	the	final	outcome	of	the	
Convention’s	works	i.e.	the	first	EU	constitution.	Thus,	the	initially	limited	attention	


























The	 final	 crucial	 issue	 resulting	 from	 fieldwork	 pertained	 to	 observing	 the	ways	 in	
which	communication	and	its	channels	were	structured.	As	has	become	evident,	the	
ways	in	which	communication	tends	to	be	organised	in	short-lived	bodies	such	as	the	
Convention	 is	 rarely	 evident	 to	 the	 outsiders	 and	 hence	 it	 requires	 a	 thorough	
process	of	ethnographic	observations	and	eventual	reconstruction	(Krzyżanowski	&	
Oberhuber,	 2007;	 see	 Figure	 3).	 Supplemented	 by	 a	 variety	 of	 additional	 data	
(gathered	 from	members,	assistants,	observers,	 involved	 think	 tanks	and	analysts),	
the	observations	pointed	to	the	fact	that	the	communication	was	tightly	controlled	–	
by	 the	 so-called	 Convention’s	 secretariat,	 obviously	 consisting	mostly	 of	 skilful	 EU	
officials	 –	 that	 thus	 could	 also	 strongly	 influence	 the	 process	 of	 the	 Convention’s	


















































































































highlighted	 cases,	 Members	 of	 the	 European	 Parliament).	 The	 discourse	 mainly	
boiled	down	to	praising	the	ways	in	which	the	Convention	was	organized	but	also	to	
displaying	a	set	of	some	very	positive	views	on,	e.g.,	how	diversity	of	voices	was	in	
fact	 coped	 with	 to	 the	 benefit	 of	 the	 Convention	 as	 an	 organizational	 process.	
Whereas	in	the	first	case	(Example	1)	the	speaker	points	to	the	thoroughness	of	the	
Convention	 process,	 in	 the	 second	 case	 (Example	 2)	 the	 speaker	 emphasizes	
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(including	 in	 metaphorical	 ways	 –	 note	 the	 audibly	 emphasised	 economising	
metaphor	‘to	invest’)	that	a	Convention	method	‘proved’	to	be	a	perfect	method	for	












effort	 of	 people	 coming	 from	 (.)	 different	 aaa	 backgrounds	 (­)	 national	
parliaments	 (­)	 members	 of	 government	 (.)	 Commission	 (.)	 European	
Parliament	 (.)	 civil	 society	 the	 social	 partners	 (.)	 really	 trying	 to	 INVEST	 to	
build	something	in	common	(.)	that	was	amazing	(­)	it	was	not	there	from	the	
start	on	(.)	it	it	was	built	on	(.)	during	the	process	and	that	that	PROVES	for	to	
																																																								1	Transcription symbols used in all examples: (.) – short pause; (6.0), (8,0), (9,0), … - longer 
pause (six seconds, eight seconds, nine seconds duration, etc.); (unread. 6.0) - unreadable 
elements of speech; [ - overlapping speech; Mhm. Eeeee – paraverbal elements; ((leans 
back)),((laughs)) – non-verbal behaviour; [Heimat] - elements of original language (difficult 
to translate); I would not say so – regular speech; THIS – stressed/accentuated element of 
speech, (↑) - rising intonation (if significant); (↓) - falling intonation (if significant). Coding 
































encompassed	 by	 respective	 topoi	 –	 dovetails	 with	 the	 results	 of	 ethnographic	
analyses	 undertaken	 during	 fieldwork	 (see	 above).	 As	 the	 discourse	 shows,	 there	
existed	namely	a	huge	discrepancy	between	members	of	the	European	Convention,	
especially	 as	 far	 as	 their	 individual/collective	 agency	 was	 concerned.	 As	 has	 been	
shown	 before,	 the	 way	 the	 Convention	 was	 set	 up	 was	 –	 as	 explored	 in	 the	
observations	 and	 related	 ethnographic	 methods	 –	 crucial	 to	 strengthening	 voices	
and	agency	of	some	(esp.	those	from	EU	institutions	and	powerful	member	states)	




EU	 organizational	 processes	 and	 deliberations	 –	 proved	 central	 to	 the	 observed	
organizational	 processes.	 It	 also	 shows	 that	 negotiation	 of	 power	 and	 agency,	
emphasized	in	the	analysed	discourses,	was	crucial	in	both	discourses	and	practices	







This	 chapter	 has	 presented	 Discourse	 Ethnographic	 Approach,	 a	 combination	 of	
Critical	 Discourse	 Studies	 and	 Ethnography	 that	 takes	 stock	 of	 the	 recent	
developments	 in	 those	 research	 traditions.	 As	 the	 chapter	 shows,	 there	 exists	 an	
immense	 need	 for	 combining	 CDS	 and	 Ethnography	 in	 problem-oriented	 studies.	
This	 is	 particularly	 relevant	 in	 studies	 on	 complex	 social	 and	 political	 contexts	 in	
which	 power	 is	 central	 for	 the	 ways	 identities	 and	 agency	 are	 trans/formed	 and	
negotiated,	 often	 on	 an	 ongoing	 basis.	 By	 presenting	 examples	 of	 examinations	
driven	 by	 the	 proposed,	 integrative	 Discourse-Ethnographic	 Approach	 (DEA),	 the	
chapter	 has	 highlighted	 ways	 in	 which	 results	 of,	 on	 the	 one	 hand,	 extensive	
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Figures:
	
Figure	1:	‘Regular’	Meeting	of	a	Unit	at	the	European	Commission	(2009)	
	
Figure	2:	‘Nexus	of	Practice’	of	the	European	Convention		
(Source:	Oberhuber	and	Krzyżanowski	2008).	
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Figure	3:	Communication	Channels	in	the	European	Convention		
(Source:	Krzyżanowski	and	Oberhuber,	2007:	72)	
		
	
